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Abstract 
Job insecurity causes far reaching negative outcomes. The fear of job loss damages the health 
of employees and reduces the productivity of firms. Thus, job insecurity should result in in-
creasing social costs. Analyzing representative data from 17 European countries, this paper 
investigates self perceived job insecurity. Our multi level analysis reveals significant cross-
country differences in individuals’ perception of job insecurity. This finding is not only driven 
by social-structural or institutional differences, but job insecurity is also shown to be affected 
by cultural characteristics. 
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Introduction 
Introduction∗
Paid work is of fundamental importance in modern societies. For individuals, it serves not 
only to provide them with a means of subsistence but also plays an important structuring role 
in status attribution (Duncan 1961), since an individual’s occupation is associated with the 
allocation of social prestige (Treiman 1977; Ganzeboom et al. 1992). Thus participation in 
paid work on a sustained basis is a fundamental determinant of an individual’s social class 
position (Erikson and Goldthorpe 1992). From a life course perspective, individual actors are 
concerned to maintain or even raise their social status through their participation in paid work. 
It may be supposed, therefore, that individuals endeavour to remain in gainful employment 
continuously and to keep unavoidable career interruptions as short as possible. Whether and 
how far they succeed in so doing is reflected in their employment histories, which are charac-
terised by periods of status stability as well as by processes of mobility leading to changes of 
status. However, such mobility processes are in principle associated with uncertainty, since 
their outcome is unknown. In the preliminary stages, therefore, it is unclear to the actor 
whether status maintenance following a change of employer, for example, can actually be 
guaranteed.  
Uncertainty about the future course of an individual’s career can take various forms and can 
be measured in various ways. The notion of ‘job insecurity’ is used in this paper to denote the 
case in which employees perceive the continuance of their jobs to be under threat.  A distinc-
tion has to be made between this subjective job insecurity and objective indicators of insecu-
rity, such as the level of layoffs and dismissals or the measurement of job tenure (‘employ-
ment stability’) (cf. for various definitions of the notion Valetta 1999; De Witte and Näswall 
2003). 
Self-perceived (subjective) job insecurity can in principle give rise to a number of negative 
consequences in various areas of social life. Physical and mental illnesses occur as the stress-
related consequences of feelings of uncertainty (cf. Ashford, Lee, and Bobko 1989; Burchell 
1994; Hellgren, Sverke, and Isaksson 1999; Ferrie 2001). Job insecurity can also be associ-
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ated with increased family problems (Larson, Wilson, and Beley 1994; Rook, Dooley, and 
Catalano 1999; Westman, Etzion, and Danon 2001; Mauno and Kinnunen 2002; Lim and Loo 
2003). This not only has negative consequences for individuals themselves and their families 
but can also give rise ultimately to high costs for society as a whole. And finally, an exces-
sively high level of societal uncertainty can also lead to a slump in consumer spending, with 
its well-known negative consequences for economic development (Wolter 1998; Benito 
2006). 
An insecure workforce may pose problems for firms as well, since insecurity may well cause 
employees to identify less with corporate objectives and may impact adversely on motivation 
and willingness to innovate and hence on productivity (Ashford et al. 1989; Brockner, Tyler, 
and Cooper-Schneider 1992; Hellgren et al. 1999; De Witte and Näswall 2003). Furthermore, 
a number of empirical investigations suggest that uncertainty increases employees’ inclination 
to terminate their contracts (Ashford et al. 1989; Hellgren et al. 1999), with the link between 
job insecurity and resignations being determined decisively by the structure of opportunities 
outside the firm (Greenhalgh and Sutton 1991). Thus as self-perceived job insecurity in-
creases, the most productive employees will be the first to quit because of their high employ-
ability (cf. Sutton 1983; Greenhalgh and Rosenblatt 1984) which, in addition to reduced mo-
tivation, can also jeopardise a company’s productivity and competitiveness. At most, increas-
ing job insecurity will spur the least productive employees to make greater efforts (Sverke and 
Hellgren 2001). However, in view of the empirically established negative health effects of 
high and persistent job insecurity, it is likely that, even among such groups, the higher output 
achieved as a result of the increased internal pressure will be only temporary (cf. Brockner 
1990; Armstrong-Stassen 1994). 
It is evident from this brief outline of the possible implications of job insecurity that a better 
understanding of the extent and, in particular, the causes of self-perceived job insecurity is of 
both academic and practical and political interest. It is scarcely surprising, therefore, that 
increasing numbers of researchers from various disciplines have turned their attention to this 
area in recent years. Despite the considerable theoretical and empirical progress achieved in 
the recent past, however, the question of international differences in job insecurity remains 
largely unexplored. Thus the research carried out to date has largely ignored the possible 
influence of factors in the social and economic context beyond individual, familial or work-
place determinants. The present paper focuses on precisely this aspect by comparing job inse-
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curity in 17 European countries. Of particular interest in this regard is the extent to which 
individual perceptions of job insecurity differ from country to country, how these supposed 
differences might be explained and what role factors in the wider societal environment might 
play. 
To this end, the paper begins with an outline of some theoretical considerations concerning 
the link between individual resource endowments, higher-level contextual factors and cultural 
determinants (part 1). In part 2, the current state of research is surveyed. This leads to the 
identification of certain unresolved issues, which are to be investigated in the course of the 
analysis. In part 3, we draw on the European Social Survey (ESS) as a database for our inves-
tigations and explain the methodology used. In part 4, the findings of our analysis are pre-
sented in detail before being summarised and evaluated in part 5. 
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1 Theoretical  considerations 
Self-perceived job insecurity is the result of an evaluation process in which both higher-level 
contextual factors at the macro level (e.g. legislation, standards, economic environment etc.) 
and the actors’ individual resource endowments (education, income etc.) at the micro level 
have to be taken into account (Coleman 1986). Thus self-perceived job insecurity is the result 
of an individual assessment by an actor embedded in a number of different environments. 
If we start at the micro level, individual resources, which have a positive or negative influence 
on individuals’ marketability, should influence their perception of their own job insecurity to 
a considerable degree. The relatively bad employment situation (cf. OECD 2002) of older 
people and unskilled workers (cf. Nickel and Bell 1995) should mean that job insecurity a-
mong these groups is also greater. Also to be expected are gender effects arising out of still 
existing role differences, gender-based specialisation (Becker 1965; Gronau 1977) and the 
associated (statistical) discrimination against women (Phelps 1972; Sattinger 1998). Previous 
negative employment experiences, such as spells of unemployment, should also serve to 
heighten job insecurity, since earlier career interruptions, particularly periods of unemploy-
ment, make labour market re-entry on a permanent basis more difficult (Heckman and Borjas 
1980; Gershuny and Hannan 1999). 
Family situation must be taken into account as a further factor in determining self-perceived 
job insecurity; because of different role expectations and different specialisations, a clear link 
can be expected with the characteristic ‘gender’. Regardless of the actual distribution of roles, 
however, job insecurity can be expected to vary as the significance of an individual’s income 
for the family’s livelihood increases. Furthermore, because of their responsibility for children, 
parents in particular are likely to react more sensitively to a threat to their employment situa-
tion than those without children. Finally, it is reasonable to suppose that a precarious house-
hold financial situation heightens perceived job insecurity, since the potential loss of a job 
becomes a threat to the family’s very livelihood. 
Furthermore, the characteristics of the firm play an important role. In segmented labour mar-
kets, long-term attachment to the same employer indicates membership of the primary seg-
ment of the labour market, with its internal career paths (Doeringer and Piore 1971). Member-
ship of the secondary segment of the labour market is characterised in particular by short job 
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tenures and frequent mobility processes outside the firm, whether it be changes of firm, transi-
tions into unemployment or even withdrawal from the labour market. Against this back-
ground, it is reasonable to assume that there is a link between job tenure and self-perceived 
job insecurity. However, it is unclear without further investigation exactly what interaction 
there is between the two. 
On the one hand, it might reasonably be assumed that, in segmented labour markets, self-
perceived job insecurity should be negatively correlated with length of job tenure. The longer 
individuals remain with the same employer, the safer they should be from dismissal, whether 
because investments in company-specific human capital are protecting them (Mincer 1962; 
Becker 1964),  because implicit contracts and trust developed over time exist (Rosen 1985) or 
because there might be special legal regulations protecting employees with many years’ ten-
ure (OECD 2005: 93-114). 
On the other hand, however, it is also conceivable that employees who have changed em-
ployer frequently and therefore have shorter job tenures do not necessarily feel any more 
insecure as a result. It may be that their extensive experience in the external labour market has 
led them to perceive frequent changes of job as a normal situation that simply has to be man-
aged rather than a threat. Conversely, anxiety about job loss may increase with length of job 
tenure, since departure from the company could give rise to high costs. These costs might 
include the loss of company-specific human capital or of entitlement to pay increases that 
have actually been approved (in the form of seniority pay, for example). Moreover, private 
investments could also be increasingly threatened by a process of mobility that is both feared 
and has an uncertain outcome. However, since long-term private investments (house pur-
chase, importance of social networks based on neighbours or friends etc.) increase with length 
of job tenure, this could also be another reason why self-perceived job insecurity might in-
crease with length of service (c.f. Belot and Ermisch 2006; Hughes and McCormick 1987). 
Taking both arguments together, the distribution of job insecurity linked to length of job ten-
ure is likely to be U-shaped. Thus employees with very short and with very long job tenures 
would probably experience a relatively high level of job insecurity. 
In addition to a general job tenure effect, size of firm and sector or industry effects should 
also be reckoned on. Thus employees in large firms are likely to experience less job insecurity 
simply because of the greater importance of internal labour markets. Furthermore, small firms 
do not have such great powers of resistance in periods of economic difficulty as larger firms 
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(Idson 1989), particularly since small firms naturally include a higher share of start-ups that 
are at particularly high risk of failure in the first few years of trading (Jovanovic 1982). Such 
considerations suggest that subjective job insecurity declines with size of firm. In addition, 
there are industries that are subject to strong seasonal influences (e.g. construction, tourism 
and agriculture) and there are industries that are in decline because of structural change. It can 
reasonably be assumed that employees in both these areas will experience greater job insecu-
rity.  
At the macro level, finally, the level of labour market regulation and the scope of the state 
social protection system must influence self-perceived job insecurity. A high level of dis-
missal protection and good financial support, particularly for the unemployed, must tend to 
reduce fear of job loss. Furthermore, the economic situation in general and the situation in the 
labour market in particular can be expected to influence individuals’ perception of job insecu-
rity.  
Over and above such ‘hard’ factors, it can be assumed that cultural factors also influence 
individuals’ subjective assessments of their own employment situation. In examining this 
aspect, we cannot use a single definition of ‘culture’ as used by social scientists, which can or 
must vary depending on the epistemological interest of the enquiry in question. Thus as far as 
the notion of culture used in the rest of this article is concerned, it is sufficient to adopt a very 
general, rough definition, in which culture is perceived as ‘shared cognitions, values, norms 
and expressive symbols’ (DiMaggio 1994: 27). We understand culture as ‘a ‘tool kit’ of sym-
bols, stories, rituals and world-views, which people may use in varying configurations to 
solve different kinds of problems’ (Swidler 1986: 273). In this regard, Hofstede and McCrae 
(2004: 58) speak of culture as ‘collective programming of the mind’, noting further ‘that cul-
ture is (a) a collective, not individual, attribute; (b) not directly visible but manifested in be-
haviours; and (c) common to some but not all people’. Thus culture structures individuals’ 
action strategies. ‘[S]trategies are the larger ways of trying to organise a life […] within 
which particular choices make sense, and for which particular, culturally shaped skills and 
habits (what Bourdieu calls ‘habitus’) are useful’ (Swidler 1986: 276). Thus culture alters the 
apparently ‘objective’ influences of available resources, of the conditions in private house-
holds and workplace and of institutions and is, therefore, crucial to any interpretation of an 
action situation.  
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Different cultures can develop their structuring power at very different levels of society (peer 
group, workplace, class etc.). The present article is concerned with cultural differences at the 
societal level. In other words, we are searching for indications that make it appear plausible 
not only that individuals’ subjective perception of their own job insecurity is determined by 
their own resource endowment, their family and work environment and socio-economic con-
text factors but also that their interpretation of their employment situation as more or less 
(in)secure is also shaped by culturally specific traits. 
There is a long established tradition of research into the question of whether culturally spe-
cific traits of different societies and/or their members can be identified, how they are charac-
terised and how they develop. Over the years, a number of general indicators have been de-
veloped in order to characterise corresponding cultural differences (cf. for a survey Hofstede 
and McCrae 2004). Psychologists in particular have attempted to establish links between the 
extent and causes of the perception of feeling, on the one hand, and cultural differences, on 
the other. True, there seems to be no consensus about the extent to which primordial human 
fears (such as the fear of heights, for example) are altered by cultural influences. However, 
there is clearly agreement about the existence of cultural differences in the case of learned 
fears and anxieties (cf. for example Scherer and Wallbott 1994; Higgins 2004). To that extent, 
it can be assumed that culturally specific differences may develop with regard to the causes 
and distribution of feelings of uncertainty about the continuance of an employment relation-
ship. 
It is clear of course that cultural characteristics do not necessarily have to coincide with the 
borders of European nation states. Nevertheless, by virtue of roots that reach back into the late 
Middle Ages, the constitutive power of nation states is likely to have exerted considerable 
influence over the cultural peculiarities of their populations, for example through the specific 
forms taken by the institutions of their education and welfare systems. Thus if individuals’ 
perceptions of their own employment situation are influenced not only by individual, work-
place and household factors but also by cultural factors, then fundamental differences between 
countries in the subjective perception of job insecurity are to be expected. In this respect, 
there should be stronger similarities between countries with similar cultural roots than be-
tween countries with different cultural traditions. 
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2  The current state of research 
Influences at the micro level 
Recent studies do not find any gender-specific effect with regard to self-perceived job insecu-
rity (OECD 1997; Green et al. 2001). The findings on the influence of age, on the other hand, 
are ambiguous. Thus the OECD (1997) in its study observed a decline in job insecurity with 
increasing age; Näswall and De Witte (2003), on the other hand, found the converse correla-
tion, while Green et al. (2001) were unable to detect any influence of age. There is a negative 
correlation between qualification and job insecurity (OECD 1997; Näswall and De Witte 
2003; Maurin and Postel-Vinay 2005; for divergent findings see Green et al. 2001). Further-
more, manual workers report greater job insecurity than white-collar workers (OECD 1997; 
Näswall and De Witte 2003). Previous experience of unemployment also increases job inse-
curity, although this correlation weakens the further in the past the episode of unemployment 
is (Green et al. 2001; Green 2003). Finally, as far as the influence of job tenure is concerned, 
Green, Felstead, and Burchell (2000) find a U-shaped correlation in the shape of relatively 
high job insecurity among employees with very short and very long job tenure. 
Findings on the influence of family and partners vary. Compared to fathers, the mothers of 
younger children experience considerably reduced job insecurity (Green et al. 2000). Mauno 
and Kinnunen (2002), using Finnish data, find increased insecurity among (married) women 
compared to their partners. The authors also show that self-perceived job insecurity increases 
if the household economic situation is difficult. 
Green et al. (2000) show that employees in large firms are significantly more positive than 
their counterparts in small firms in assessing their future employment opportunities after a 
potential job loss. Public service employees experience the least insecurity (cf. Mauno and 
Kinnunen 2002), but no general difference can be observed between manufacturing industry 
and the service sector (OECD 1997; cf. also Green et al. 2001, however, who were unable to 
demonstrate any industry or sector effect). As is to be expected, workers on fixed-term con-
tracts report greater job insecurity than those on permanent contracts (Green et al. 2001; Mau-
rin and Postel-Vinay 2005). The same applies to temporary agency workers (Näswall and De 
Witte 2003). Green et al. (2000) also show that low-earning part-time workers report in-
creased job insecurity. 
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Influences at the macro level 
There have been only very few studies to date that have attempted to carry out a differentiated 
country comparison of subjective job insecurity. Thus the OECD study (1997: 132) compares 
job insecurity in 21 countries in 1996. A very wide range of variation is revealed, with the 
highest levels being recorded for Japan, the UK, France and the USA. At the bottom of the 
scale are countries such as the Netherlands, Australia, Austria and Norway. Green et al. 
(2000: 23), using data from the International Social Survey Programmes  (ISSP), identify 
Bulgaria, France, Russia and the UK as the countries with the highest levels of job insecurity 
and Denmark, Norway, the USA and the Netherlands as the countries with the lowest levels.  
Beside this country comparison the OECD’s international comparative analysis (1997) shows, 
at an aggregated level, no statistically verifiable correlation between the level of dismissal 
protection and self-perceived job insecurity. And the same study finds no connection, at the 
aggregated country level, between the extent of temporary employment and the level of job 
insecurity. However, with regard at least to the expected correlation between the economic 
situation and subjective job insecurity, Green et al. (2000) and Green (2003) are able to dem-
onstrate a significant positive correlation, in some cases a very clear one, between the regional 
unemployment rate and individual perceptions of job insecurity.  
To the best of my knowledge, there have to date been no international comparative analyses 
that have investigated possible cultural differences as a cause of the differences that can be 
observed between countries with regard to self-perceived job insecurity. 
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Unresolved questions 
Even though some progress in our theoretical and empirical knowledge has clearly been made 
as a result of the now not inconsiderable number of studies that have been carried out into the 
individual, workplace and familial factors contributing to job insecurity, a number of funda-
mental questions remain as yet unresolved and it is the aim of the present paper to help to 
answer them: 
•  How great is the variation in individuals’ perceptions of job insecurity from country to 
country? 
•  Can clear links be established at the macro level between the economic and institutional 
environment and aggregated job insecurity in a society? 
•  To what extent can supposed national difference in individual perceptions of security be 
attributed to differences in the composition of national populations? 
•  Even when the influence of individual resource endowment and of the workplace and fam-
ily context and the influence of institutional and economic differences are taken into ac-
count, do significant differences between countries remain that could be regarded as indi-
cators of different insecurity cultures? 




The following analyses are based on data from Round 2 (Release 2) of the European Social 
Survey (ESS). The ESS is funded jointly by the European Commission, the European Science 
Foundation (ESF) and national research funding bodies. Representative population surveys 
are carried out in the 24 participating countries; response rates of between 43.6 per cent 
(France) and 78.8 per cent (Greece) have been achieved (ESS 2006). Individuals were sur-
veyed using a standardised questionnaire mainly between autumn 2004 and spring 2005. The 
raw data set contains information on 45,681 individuals.1
For methodological reasons, the following analysis refers to only 17 of the 24 ESS countries, 
since it is only for these countries that comparable macro indicators (e.g. level of welfare 
expenditure) used in the analysis are available; these indicators from other sources are subse-
quently used to supplement the ESS data. The countries included in the present analysis are 
Austria, Belgium, the Czech Republic, Germany, Denmark, Spain, France, Finland, Greece, 
Hungary, Ireland, the Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Sweden and the UK.2 The 
dataset used is further restricted to dependent employees aged between 20 and 67 at the time 
of the survey who answered the question about their subjective job insecurity. Self-employed 
and unemployed individuals and others not in gainful employment are not included. After 
these exclusions, a total of 13,207 observations remain in the dataset. 
Variables 
The following ESS question is used in order to measure job insecurity: ‘Using this card, plea-
se tell me how true each of the following statements is about your current job’. There follow 
seven statements, all of which concern various aspects of job quality. Respondents are re-
quested, among other things, to express an opinion on the statement ‘My job is secure’. They 
                                                                          
1   The ESS data are made available for download by the Norwegian Science Data Services (NSD) at no cost 
(http://ess.nsd.uib.no/). Extensive documentation can be found on the ESS homepage 
(www.europeansocialsurvey.org). 
2   The original dataset also includes Switzerland, Estonia, Iceland, Luxembourg, Slovakia, Slovenia and Ukrai-
ne.  
  11Discussion Papers   688 
3 Methods 
can choose one of four responses: (1) ‘not at all true’; (2) ‘a little true’; (3) ‘quite true’ and (4) 
‘very true’. For the purposes of our analysis, we assume that job insecurity exists when a 
respondent has selected the ‘not at all true’ option. 
Indicators that have proved to be relevant from a theoretical or empirical perspective to the 
dependent variable ‘job insecurity’ are incorporated into the statistical model as explanatory 
variables. They include indicators representing individuals’ resource endowment (age, gender, 
qualifications, state of health, job tenure and experience of unemployment) as well as vari-
ables reflecting the significant influence exerted by the workplace (form of employment con-
tract, working time, industry and size of firm) and the private household (region of residence, 
financial and family situation). 
In addition, variables representing respondents’ individual attitudes with regard to (a) relig-
iousness, (b) general assessment of job security and (c) basic trust in their fellow human be-
ings were also included. Besides the availability of the relevant information in the ESS, theo-
retical considerations were decisive in the selection of these indicators. Thus it is to be ex-
pected that job insecurity among religious people is lessened by their faith. Furthermore, 
those people who value job security highly may well report greater feelings of insecurity 
precisely because of their heightened sensitivity in this regard. Finally, individuals who are 
fundamentally more trusting are also less likely to be anxious about losing their jobs. On the 
other hand, clear differences between cultures can be observed empirically in religiousness 
(cf. Inglehart 1997), in the need for security (cf. Hofstede 2001) and in trust (cf. Delhey and 
Newton 2005). 
Furthermore, five country-specific macro indicators are used as explanatory, higher-level 
context variables. These are: 
•  aggregated average job tenure, calculated on the basis of the ESS data, as a measure of job 
stability in each country; 
•  the level of dismissal protection as a measure of the legal safeguarding of employment 
contracts. The EPL Index developed by the OECD (2004) is used here. 
•  the level of social security expenditure as a measure of the financial protection to be ex-
pected in the event of job loss. These data originate from EUROSTAT and are given in 
purchasing power standards (cf. EUROSTAT 2005). 
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•  average rate of growth of GDP for the years 2002 to 2004 as a measure of the economic 
situation in each country; the average growth rate is also calculated on the basis of data 
provided by EUROSTAT. 
•  the long-term unemployment rate, which is provided by EUROSTAT in an internationally 
comparative form. 
Analysis strategy 
The analysis begins with some descriptive findings. Thus, first of all, the share of employees 
who regard their jobs as insecure is calculated for all 17 countries, in order to obtain a geo-
graphical pattern of job insecurity in Europe. The link between aggregated job insecurity and 
the selected macro indicators ‘job stability’, ‘dismissal protection’, ‘level of social security’, 
‘economic growth’ and ‘long-term unemployment rate’ is then depicted in simple bivariate 
scatter diagrams. 
This article’s main purpose is to explain differences in job insecurity between countries. On 
the one hand, it is possible that the different economic or legal conditions at the macro level 
are the cause of any possible differences. Beyond these higher-level factors, however, it is 
also conceivable that differences in social structures at the micro level give rise to differences. 
Thus the level of self-perceived job insecurity is likely to be higher in countries with a high 
share of temporary/fixed-term workers, for example. And beyond the question of the influ-
ence of such group composition effects and higher-level contextual factors, it would also be 
of interest to ascertain the extent to which individual characteristics within each national con-
text might possibly affect subjective perceptions of job insecurity in different ways. One way 
of shedding light on these questions is to make use of procedures that come under the general 
heading of multilevel analysis (Bryk and Raudenbush 1992; DiPrete and Forristal 1994). 
Since in our case there is a dichotomised dependent variable (job insecurity: yes = 1, in the 
opposite case 0), in what follows hierarchical generalised linear models (Lee and Nelder 
2001) will be estimated as multilevel logistic regressions (Snijders and Bosker 1999: 207ff; 
Guo and Zhao 2000). The calculations were performed using HLM6 software and were based 
on Laplace estimates (Raudenbush et al. 2004; Raudenbush, Yang, and Yosef 2000; Breslow 
2003).  
We proceed step by step, beginning with the estimation of an ‘empty’ model without explana-
tory variables in order to establish the general variance of national differences in job insecu-
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rity. There then follow three random intercept models, into which individual variables (Mod-
el 1), individual attitude characteristics (Model 2) and, finally, the macro indicators (Model 3) 
are incorporated as fixed effects. Three random slope models follow (Models 4 to 6), which in 
addition to the fixed effects of the previous models also incorporate selected individual char-
acteristics as random effects, so that their influence can vary from country to country. The 
results of this multilevel analysis will show whether, even when we control for fundamental 
macro indicators, population composition and various individual attitudes, there is still a sig-
nificant difference between the countries with regard to self-perceived job insecurity. Further, 
the random slope models also show, in the case of the individual characteristics that differ 
from country to country, whether there are significant differences between the countries with 
regard to the effect of these individual influences on the dependent variable. 
Multilevel analyses do of course make it possible to identify country-specific differences in 
the various factors that influence the dependent variable. However, they do not show whether 
this variation arises because the various influences are acting in a different direction or with a 
different level of intensity. Furthermore, it is not possible to say whether there might be 
groups of countries that are comparable in terms of the extent and determinants of job insecu-
rity. For this reason, the multilevel analyses are supplemented by simple binary logistic re-
gressions, which are calculated for each country separately and provide additional information 
as to the quality of the country-specific differences. 
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Table 1 shows the share of the economically active population in each country that perceives 
the continuance of their employment relationship to be under threat. The highest level of 
uncertainty is observed in France, where more than one quarter of all employees complain of 
job insecurity. Similarly high values are observed in Greece, and employees in Poland, the 
Czech Republic and Germany also have above-average levels of job insecurity. These coun-
tries are followed by the Netherlands, Hungary, Portugal, Belgium, Spain, Sweden, Finland 
and the UK. Bringing up the rear are Denmark, Ireland, Norway and Austria, which is the 
European country whose workers are least affected by job insecurity, with only 9 per cent 
expressing anxiety about the future of their employment relationships. This ranking broadly 
echoes the results of earlier studies by the OECD (1997) and Green et al. (2000). 
Table 1:  Geographical distribution of self-perceived job insecurity 




Greece 24.5%  Spain  11.3% 
Poland 21.5%  Sweden  10.7% 
Czech Republic  19.7%  Finland  10.1% 
Germany 18.0%  United  Kingdom  10.1% 
Netherlands 13.4%  Denmark  9.4% 
Hungary 12.1%  Ireland  9.2% 
Portugal 12.0%  Norway  9.2% 
   Austria  8.9% 
mean 14.0%     
std. dev.  5.7     
source: ESS (weighted), author’s calculations 
 
Figure 1 shows five scatter diagrams depicting the connection between aggregated job insecu-
rity and (a) aggregated employment stability, (b) economic growth, (c) the level of social 
protection, (d) the extent of dismissal protection and (e) the long-term unemployment rate for 
the individual countries. In order to ensure that the variables measured in different units (e.g. 
percentages and years) are presented in a comparable way, the actual values produced in the 
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analysis are transformed. This transformation is effected by calculating so-called z-values, 
which tell us how many standard deviations above or below the mean of each distribution 
each data value is. Since a coordinate plane runs through the zero point of both axes, the 
graph is divided into four quadrants. Thus countries with low employment stability and high 
insecurity, for example, are located in the upper left quadrant of the relevant diagram. 
Figure 1:   Correlation between aggregated job insecurity
a and other macro indicators 
(a) aggregated job stability 
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AUT = Austria, B = Belgium, CZ = Czech Re-
public, D = Germany, DK = Denmark, ESP = 
Spain,  F = France, FIN = Finland, GR = Greece, 
HUN = Hungary, IRE = Ireland, NL = Nether-
lands, NOR = Norway, POL = Poland, POR = 
Portugal, SWE = Sweden, UK = United Kingdom 
 
Data sources: 
aESS (weighted), author’s calcula-
tions 
 bEUROSTAT      
cOECD 
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Figure 1(a) shows that, contrary to our initial assumption, no unambiguous link can be ob-
served between aggregated employment stability and job insecurity at the societal level. In 
Poland, Greece and the Czech Republic, high job insecurity is combined with low employ-
ment stability; in France and Germany, on the other hand, a high level of insecurity is com-
bined with above-average stability. Similarly, there are countries that have a low level of job 
insecurity overall but have either a low (the UK, Denmark, Hungary, Spain and Ireland) or a 
high (Sweden, the Netherlands, Norway, Belgium, Finland and Austria) average level of job 
tenure. And again contrary to expectations, the general economic situation, expenditure on 
social protection and the level of dismissal protection do not have an unambiguous effect on 
aggregated job insecurity in the individual countries (Figure 1b to d). Only in the case of the 
long-term unemployment rate is there an unambiguous finding (Figure 1e), with overall job 
insecurity rising as the long-term unemployment rate increases. These findings make it clear 
that there is no simple correlation between societal and economic environments, on the one 
hand, and the extent of self-perceived job insecurity, on the other, which largely confirms the 
findings of earlier studies (OECD 1997; Green et al. 2000; Green 2003). 
Let us turn now to the results of the multilevel analysis, which are presented in Table 2. The 
‘empty’ model 0 shows significant variance in the intercept, i.e. the differences observed 
between the countries at the aggregate level are statistically significant. This does not change 
when the individual variables, the individual attitude characteristics and the macro indicators 
are successively incorporated into models 1 to 3 as explanatory variables. However, the vari-
ance of the intercept falls from 0.167, to 0.071 and 0.063 and then finally to 0.060. This 
means that population composition accounts for just under 58 per cent of the variation be-
tween countries (1-0.071/0.167). When the individual attitude characteristics and the macro 
indicators are also taken into account, the decrease amounts in total to about 62 and 64 per 
cent respectively.  
Examination of the influence of the fixed effects on self-perceived job insecurity reveals that 
older workers over 40 years of age are more affected by job insecurity than younger workers. 
Furthermore, feelings of insecurity decline with increasing qualifications (measured in years 
of full-time education/training). Good health also reduces subjective job insecurity, as does 
increasing job tenure. The significant positive coefficient on job tenure squared, which is also 
taken into account, confirms the assumed U-shaped relationship between job tenure and un-
certainty. And the fact of having already been unemployed once before increases the likely-
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hood that an employee will report an insecure employment relationship. At the same time, 
however, this influence weakens the longer the time that has elapsed since the period of un-
employment. 
Table 2:   Coefficients of the logistic multilevel analysis of job insecurity 
  Model 0  Model 1  Model 2 
  Coef. s.e. Coef. s.e. Coef. s.e. 
Intercept  a  0.1027 -1.197***  0.1921 -1.358***  0.1957 
Macro Indicators           
Long-term unemployment rate             
Average GDP growth             
Social security spending             
Employment protection level             
Micro variables 
a          
20-29 years old      -0.439***  0.0891  -0.457***  0.0893 
30-39 years old      -0.118*  0.0686  -0.132*  0.0687 
55-67 years old      -0.063  0.0940  -0.069  0.0941 
Female     0.061  0.0615  0.059  0.0618 
Years of full-time education      -0.020**  0.0086  -0.015*  0.0089 
(very) good health status      -0.273***  0.0643  -0.243***  0.0647 
Tenure (years)      -0.047***  0.0101  -0.046***  0.0101 
Tenure (years
2)    0.001***  0.0003  0.001***  0.0003 
Part-time employment      -0.186**  0.0817  -0.181**  0.0818 
Fixed-term contract      1.193***  0.0721  1.198***  0.072 
Unemployed during past 5 years      0.634***  0.0759  0.622***  0.0761 
Unemployed but not during past 5 years      0.287***  0.0722  0.277***  0.0724 
Agriculture, mining & steel      -0.228  0.1621  -0.247  0.1626 
Construction industry      -0.356***  0.1214  -0.342***  0.1215 
Infrastructure & transport services      -0.092  0.1076  -0.088  0.1077 
Production related services      -0.188*  0.1685  -0.179  0.1135 
Retail, finance, property services      -0.147  0.0897  -0.142  0.0899 
Public services      -0.642***  0.1247  -0.642***  0.1249 
Household related services      -0.552***  0.0850  -0.547***  0.0851 
10-24 employees      -0.005  0.0797  0.003  0.0798 
25-99 employees      -0.094  0.0783  -0.091  0.0784 
100-499 employees      -0.065  0.0884  -0.063  0.0885 
>= 500 employees      -0.086  0.1016  -0.096  0.1017 
Small/medium town      0.002  0.0668  0.001  0.0669 
Rural area      0.016  0.0683  0.018  0.0684 
Contrib. to household income > 50 %      -0.114*  0.0589  -0.118**  0.0590 
Poor financial situation      0.577***  0.0692  0.554***  0.0694 
Child lives in household      -0.057  0.0589  -0.064  0.0590 
Individual Attitudes 
b          
Very  religious        0.005  0.0651 
Job security very important          0.018  0.0568 
Low trust in others          0.341***  0.0618 
Variance  Components           
Intercept  0.167***   0.071***   0.063***   
Female           
Part-time  employment           
Fixed-term  contract           
Child lives in household             
Very  religious           
Job security very important             
Low trust in others             
Continued on next page 
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Table 2 continued 
  Model 3  Model 4  Model 5  Model 6 
  Coef. s.e. Coef. s.e. Coef. s.e. Coef. s.e. 
Intercept  -1.925*** 0.6114  -2.412*** 0.4297  -1.991*** 0.5068  -2.501*** 0.4558 
Macro indicators              
Long-term  unemployment  rate  0.090**  0.0373 0.092***  0.0234 0.083**  0.0300 0.096***  0.0254 
Average  GDP  growth  -0.005  0.0652 0.052  0.0415 -0.006  0.0528 0.059  0.0450 
Social  security  spending  0.000  0.0001 0.000**  0.0000 0.000*  0.0000 0.000***  0.000 
Employment  protection  level  -0.023  0.1296 0.097  0.0839 -0.010  0.1060 0.078  0.0928 
Micro Variables
 a             
20-29  years  old  -0.460*** 0.0895  -0.503*** 0.0900  -0.462*** 0.0896  -0.504*** 0.0904 
30-39  years  old  -0.130*  0.0688 -0.140**  0.0690 -0.129*  0.0689 -0.137**  0.0962 
55-67  years  old  -0.064 0.0942  -0.063 0.0946  -0.067 0.0943  -0.071 0.0948 
Female  0.059 0.0619  0.062 0.0761  0.057 0.0620  0.056 0.0756 
Years of full time education  -0.016*  0.0087  -0.021**  0.0088  -0.016*  0.0087  -0.021**  0.0088 
(very)  good  health  status  -0.243*** 0.0648  -0.247*** 0.0649  -0.242*** 0.0648  -0.248*** 0.0651 
Tenure  (years)  -0.047*** 0.0101  -0.048*** 0.0101  -0.047*** 0.0101  -0.047*** 0.0101 
Tenure (years
2) 0.001***  0.0003 0.001***  0.0003 0.001**  0.0003 0.001***  0.0003 
Part-time  employment  -0.183**  0.0820 -0.154  0.0984 -0.174**  0.0820 -0.153  0.0972 
Fixed-term  contract  1.196*** 0.0725  1.220*** 0.1427  1.193*** 0.0725  1.224*** 0.1442 
Unemployed  during  past  5  years  0.616*** 0.0762  0.612*** 0.0762  0.615*** 0.0762  0.609*** 0.0764 
Unemployed but not during past 5 
years 
0.272*** 0.0724  0.275*** 0.0728  0.273*** 0.0725  0.279*** 0.0730 
Agriculture, mining & steel  -0.235  0.1628  -0.265  0.1629  -0.242  0.1624  -0.268*  0.1627 
Construction  industry  -0.340*** 0.1217  -0.345*** 0.1220  -0.351*** 0.1217  -0.364*** 0.1223 
Infrastructure & transport services  -0.081 0.1078  -0.089 0.1079  -0.093 0.1079  -0.104 0.1081 
Production  related  services  -0.170 0.1338  -0.181 0.1137  -0.181 0.1137  -0.190*  0.1139 
Retail,  finance,  property  services  -0.135 0.0901  -0.139 0.0900  -0.138 0.0900  -0.144 0.0901 
Public  services  -0.632*** 0.1251  -0.656*** 0.1254  -0.647*** 0.1251  -0.675*** 0.1527 
Household  related  services  -0.537*** 0.0854  -0.558*** 0.0853  -0.539*** 0.0852  -0.564*** 0.0855 
10-24  employees  0.002 0.0799  0.009 0.0803  0.004 0.0801  0.010 0.0806 
25-99  employees  -0.094 0.0786  -0.088 0.0787  -0.094 0.0787  -0.087 0.0790 
100-499  employees  -0.064 0.0887  -0.040 0.0889  -0.059 0.0888  -0.033 0.0892 
>=  500  employees  -0.098 0.1020  -0.094 0.1022  -0.096 0.1021  -0.090 0.1025 
Small/medium  town  0.002  0.0670 -0.005  0.0671 -0.003  0.0671 -0.013  0.0674 
Rural  area  0.019 0.0685  0.020 0.0683  0.004 0.0685  0.006 0.0686 
Contrib. to household income > 50 %  -0.116**  0.0591  -0.126**  0.0595  -0.112*  0.0592  -0.126**  0.0596 
Bad  financial  situation  0.551*** 0.0697  0.545*** 0.0698  0.557*** 0.0698  0.550**  0.0699 
Child  lives  in  household  -0.065 0.0591  -0.080 0.0679  -0.069 0.0592  -0.081 0.0722 
Individual Attitudes
 b             
Very  religious  -0.001 0.0654  -0.014 0.0652  -0.011 0.0864  -0.010 0.0862 
Job security very important  0.015  0.0571  0.004  0.0568  -0.006  0.0816  -0.013  0.0821 
Low  trust  in  others  0.336*** 0.0621  0.326*** 0.0620  0.338*** 0.0650  0.363*** 0.0731 
Variance  Components              
Intercept  0.060***   0.100***   0.041***   0.118***  
Female     0.031*      0.029   
Part-time  employment     0.049      0.044*   
Fixed-term  contract     0.251***      0.257***   
Child  lives  in  household     0.018      0.028   
Very  religious        0.051**   0.050**   
Job security very important          0.054***    0.055***   
Low trust in others          0.006    0.024   
a Reference categories are: 40-54 years old, male, (very) poor health status, employed full-time, permanent contract, no unemploy-
ment experience, manufacturing industry,  1-9 employees, urban area, contribution to household income <= 50 %, better financial 
situation, no child in household 
b  Reference categories are: less/not religious, job security less important, higher  trust in others 
source: ESS (author’s calculations) / significance: *** p < 0.01  ** p < 0.05  * p <= 0.1 
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Surprisingly, no gender-specific difference can be observed, even though we would have 
expected to find one because of continuing gender role differences and discrimination. This 
suggests that job insecurity is generated by mechanisms other than the usual affective reaction 
to other ‘life crises’, in which very distinct gender differences can sometimes be discerned 
(Fischer et al. 2004; Dohmen et al. 2005). However, the results might also conceal the fact 
that actual discrimination is not mediated directly by the ‘gender’ characteristic but rather 
makes itself felt indirectly. If women’s role allocation means they have greater responsibility 
for housework and consequently have to interrupt their paid work more frequently, it follows 
that their average job tenure will be lower than that for men. Since job insecurity initially 
declines with increasing job tenure and since women’s job tenure is shorter than that of their 
male counterparts but both characteristics are included in the model, this explains why no 
gender-specific effects could be observed in the multivariate analysis, even though in ‘reality’ 
women may feel more insecure than men. 
Furthermore, the results make it clear that part-timers as a group are less likely to feel inse-
cure than full-timers. This is surprising, since research findings from the USA and the UK in 
particular have shown in recent years that part-time employment is frequently associated with 
poorer working and employment conditions (Kalleberg, Reskin, and Hudson 2000; McGo-
vern, Smeaton, and Hill 2004). However, it should be borne in mind that the conditions for 
part-time work clearly vary from country to country depending on the national institutional 
setting and that part-time work in Europe cannot be directly compared with part-time work in 
the UK and USA. (Blossfeld 1997). Moreover, objectively worse working and employment 
conditions do not necessarily mean that part-timers subjectively judge their work situation to 
be worse, since their expectations of their employment are completely different from those of 
full-timers (Conway and Briner 2002). Thus women’s part-time work in particular has always 
to be judged in the context of role expectations and the household division of labour. We will 
return later in the article to the link between gender, employment form and insecurity from a 
comparative perspective in connection with the random effects observed. This notwithstand-
ing, however, the fixed effects analysed here are initially consistent with findings that basi-
cally show greater job satisfaction among part-timers (Hakim 1997). 
As is entirely to be expected, fixed-term employees report job insecurity significantly more 
frequently than workers on permanent contracts. There is also an industry effect. Employees 
  20Discussion Papers   688 
4 Findings 
in ‘public services’ and ‘household related services’ are less likely to feel insecure than em-
ployees in manufacturing industry (reference category). Particularly surprising, at least at first 
sight, is the lower level of job insecurity in the construction industry. In view of the fact that 
this industry is significantly affected by both seasonal and cyclical factors, this finding also 
shows that objective job parameters do not necessarily have to tally with subjective evalua-
tions of individual employment situations. The apparently surprising finding for the construc-
tion industry can be explained by the fact that construction workers are accustomed to their 
uncertain employment situation; furthermore, the construction industry in many countries has 
put in place its own particular welfare institutions that take account of conditions in the indus-
try (cf. various contributions in Bosch and Philips 2003). 
It is also worthy of note that no size of firm effect can be observed. This must be interpreted 
as a further indication that the objective employment situation does not necessarily have to 
coincide with subjective evaluations of that situation: clearly, their objectively less stable 
employment situation does not necessarily worry employees in smaller firms. Here too, it is 
conceivable that, over and above any possible industry effect, a ‘habituation effect’ also 
comes into play. A high share of employees in small firms have presumably always been 
employed in such firms, are very familiar with the working and employment conditions and 
regard them as ‘normal’, even though there are clear and objective differences between their 
situation and that in large companies. At the same time, this could also be an interesting 
pointer to discrepancies between the perceived and actual effect of the workplace representa-
tion of employees’ interests, which is considerably better in larger establishments. Obviously, 
the existence of such interest representation may not necessarily reduce self-perceived insecu-
rity, for whatever reason. 
Whether an individual resides in a large city, a smaller town or a rural area has no statistically 
relevant influence on job insecurity. On the other hand, fear of job loss is significantly in-
creased among individuals who classify their household financial situation as bad. This is 
scarcely surprising, since under these circumstances the consequences of possible unemploy-
ment will be more drastic, for example if there are debts that have to be repaid. However, 
parents with dependent children would have been expected to experience greater job insecu-
rity, precisely because of the responsibility they have for their children. In fact, however, 
there is no difference between them and people without children. There is no plausible expla-
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nation for this, nor for the finding that individuals who categorise themselves as the main 
earner in a household are less likely to report an insecure employment relationship. 
Of the three individual attitude characteristics that are intended to represent basic character 
traits and for which the existence of a strong link with cultural conditioning and differences in 
socialisation might reasonably be assumed, neither religiousness nor the evaluation of job 
security as an important personal objective has any detectable influence on subjective job 
insecurity. On the other hand, job insecurity does seem to be a facet or symptom of a general 
lack of trust in other people. 
Finally, turning to the influence of the four macro indicators contained in the model, the find-
ings are similar to those for the bivariate aggregated approach presented in Figure 1. Neither 
economic growth nor the degree of dismissal protection in a society influences individual 
assessments of job insecurity. The connection between social security expenditure and self-
perceived job insecurity, on the other hand, is more complex, as a look forward to the random 
effects model shows. The significant positive correlation between social security and job 
insecurity that exists in models 4 to 6, when the random effects are taken into account, points 
to a link between, on the one hand, the quality of the welfare state and the country-specific 
effects of employment contract type (part-time, fixed-term) and, on the other hand, personal 
attitudes, such as religiousness, and individual assessments of job insecurity. Regardless of 
this phenomenon, which requires further substantiation in future investigations, the results at 
least mean that a well developed welfare state obviously does not in itself reduce subjective 
insecurity. 
Of all the macro indicators investigated, there is a clear significant positive correlation be-
tween the long-term unemployment rate and self-perceived job insecurity. This clear correla-
tion points not only to the real significance of the labour market situation in individuals’ as-
sessment of their own employment situation but also to the immense psychological impor-
tance that the long-term unemployment rate obviously has for those in work as well. Regard-
less of the fact that many employees are at low risk of unemployment, and particularly of 
long-term unemployment, by virtue of their human and social capital endowments, this indi-
cator nevertheless seems to function as a general ‘bogey’. In comparison, neither the actual 
legal framework (operationalised here by the level of dismissal protection), nor the degree of 
protection against risk (operationalised here by social security expenditure) nor the evolution 
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of the economy (operationalised here by the increase in GDP) exert such a clear influence on 
subjective appraisals of individual employment situations. 
In the random slope models 4 to 6, variation between the countries with regard to the effect of 
selected individual characteristics on job insecurity is possible.  This approach has several 
objectives. Firstly, it is intended to shed more light on the complex relationship between na-
tional context, gender, household production and contractual situation, which is why the cor-
responding individual variables (’gender’, ‘child in the household’. ‘employed part-time’ and 
‘on a fixed-term contract’) were selected as random effects. Secondly, it is intended to test 
whether individual attitude characteristics vary significantly in their effect on the dependent 
variable. And finally, it is of interest to ascertain whether, despite the random effects being 
taken into account, there is nevertheless a significant variance between the intercepts. In other  
words, even controlling for basic influencing factors and taking account of different levels of 
analysis, are there significant different between the countries with regard to subjective job 
insecurity?  
The significant variance in models 4 and 6 among workers on fixed-term contracts indicates 
that a fixed-term employment contract influences perceived job insecurity to differing degrees 
in the various countries. On the other hand, there are no country-specific variations in parents’ 
experience of job insecurity compared with that of people without children. In contrast, there 
are no stable findings concerning variations in the influence of gender and part-time work on 
job insecurity. In Model 4 there is at least a weakly positive gender-specific variation; this can 
no longer be observed in Model 6. Conversely, there is a country-specific variation in the 
influence of part-time work in Model 6, but this cannot be observed in Model 4. Turning now 
to the changes in the influence of the level of social protection already described above, they 
point to the existence of a complex relationship between gender, working time, individual 
attitudes and the welfare state, further investigation of which unfortunately lies outside the 
scope of the present article. 
On the other hand, there are clear differences between the countries in the influence of relig-
iousness and of the general assessment of job insecurity on the actual level of subjectively 
perceived job insecurity. Conversely, a lack of trust in other people tends to increase job inse-
curity in all countries in a similar way (no significant variation in the corresponding random 
effects). 
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However, the decisive finding with respect to our research question is that ultimately, despite 
differences in higher-level contextual factors and in individual attitudes and when selected 
random effects are taken into account in all the calculated models, there remains a significant 
variation in job insecurity between the countries.3 As has been demonstrated, the calculation 
of multilevel models offers deeper insight into the interaction of various influences at the 
micro and macro levels. Thus we now know, for example, that religiousness affects subjective 
insecurity in different ways in the various countries. However, nothing can be said about the 
nature of these differences. At the same time, significant differences between the countries 
have been shown to exist, although we have no information about whether, beyond these 
differences, groups of countries can be identified that have similar levels of job insecurity. 
In order further to illustrate the results of the multilevel analysis, separate simple binary logis-
tic regressions were calculated for each country. The individual variables and attitude charac-
teristics listed in Table 2 function as explanatory variables here too. For reasons of space, 
however, Table 3 shows only the regression coefficients for the characteristics that were in-
cluded in the multilevel model as random effects.  
If we consider, for example, the influence of a fixed-term employment contract as shown in 
Table 3, this significantly increases subjective job insecurity in virtually all countries. This 
shows that the significant country-specific variation in this factor revealed in the multilevel 
model arises not because this characteristic is acting in different directions but rather because 
it is making itself felt with varying degrees of intensity. On the other hand, the variation in the 
influence of religiousness is attributable not only to the intensity of its action but also to the 
fact that it acts in different directions. This is not the place for a detailed description and in-
terpretation of the individual coefficients, but the findings from the multilevel model combi-
ned with the individual country calculations do show that there is obviously not a single ex-
planatory model for self-perceived job insecurity. Rather, the direction of action, the intensity 
of action and the combination of relevant influences differ from country to country. 
                                                                          
3   The increase in the variance of the intercept between Model 3 and Models 4 and 6 suggests that the variance 
between the countries is negatively correlated with the variance in the selected individual variables (cf. 
Teachman and Crowder 2002: 290f; Snijders and Bosker 1999: 107 and 217). Thus, for example, the vari-
ance in the effect of fixed-term employment contracts between the countries in Models 1, 2, 3 and 5 obvi-
ously cause the overall variance between the countries to be underestimated. 
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Table 3:  Selection of important regression coefficients of the individual country estimates (binary 
logistic regression) 
 AUT  BE  CZ  D  DK  ESP 
Female -0.517*  -0.021  -0.181 -0.084 -0.102 0.005 
Part-time employment  -0.306  0.198 0.423 -0.819*** -0.399  0.921** 
Fixed-term contract  0.918**  1.800*** 0.701*** 1.967*** 1.150*** 2.423*** 
Child lives in household  0.225 0.355 -0.015  0.286 -0.158  -0.299 
Very religious  0.341  -0.869** 0.229  -0.273  0.070  -0.241 
Job security very important  -0.009 -0.301 0.449**  -0.321* -0.605  -0.186 
low trust in others  0.303  0.610** 0.061  0.479** 0.142  0.188 
Pseudo R
2 0.144 0.202 0.102 0.168 0.202 0.351 
n  802  689  1,050 1,028 677  672 
 F  FIN  GR  HUN  IRE  NL 
Female 0.266  0.617*  -0.204 0.002  0.176  0.062 
Part-time employment  -0.529*  -0.022 -0.193 -0.115 0.186  0.193 
Fixed-term contract  0.820**  3.164*** -0.109  0.952**  1.284*** 0.580* 
Child lives in household  0.026 -0.382  -0.126  -0.533 0.239  0.007 
Very religious  -0.365  0.085  0.593** -0.975**  -0.112  -0.306 
Job security very important  -0.067 0.091  -0.391 0.504 -0.165  0.025 
Low trust in others  0.483** 0.986** 0.158  0.378 0.406 0.546* 
Pseudo R
2 0.135 0.260 0.245 0.143 0.179 0.106 
n  777 861 568 517 809 741 
 NOR  POL  POR  SWE  UK   
Female 0.120  0.442  -0.691** 0.192  0.032   
Part-time employment  0.013  -0.078 -0.143 -0.712*  -0.806**   
Fixed-term contract  1.467***  0.333  2.385*** 2.266*** 1.074***  
Child lives in household  -0.094 -0.004 0.356  -0.440 0.033   
Very  religious  -0.037  0.309 0.229 0.073 -0.426   
Job security very important  0.122 0.537**  0.242 0.472* -0.666**   
Low trust in others  -0.149 0.220  0.906***  0.617* -0.053  
Pseudo R
2 0.109 0.196 0.281 0.244 0.132  
n  916 567 656 960 734  
Control variables are ‘micro variables’ and ‘individual attitudes’ from Table 2 / for reference categories see 
Table 2; 
for country abbreviations see Figure 1. 
source: ESS (author’s calculations) / significance: *** p < 0.01  ** p < 0.05  * p <= 0.1 
 
This still leaves the question of how far it is possible to identify groups of countries with 
similar levels of job insecurity and whether these groups have parallels with known regime 
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typologies. In order to investigate this question, 17 binary logistic regressions with the known 
control variables (including the macro indicators4) were calculated. The previous country 
estimates took account only of the population of each individual country; these new calcula-
tions, on the other hand, were carried out on the basis of the complete dataset. The only dif-
ference between the calculations is that each one includes an additional dichotomous country 
control variable. The purpose here was to ascertain whether job insecurity in Austria, Bel-
gium, the Czech Republic etc. differs significantly from job insecurity in the 16 other coun-
tries. Thus if the differences between Austria and all other countries were to be calculated, a 
variable with the value ‘1’ for all Austrian sample members and the value ‘0’ for all other 
members was incorporated into the calculation. Table 4 shows the corresponding regression 
coefficients.  
 
Table 4:   Regression coefficients of the dichotomous country dummies 
 Coef.   Coef. 
Austria -0.246***  Hungary  0.170 
Belgium -0.087  Ireland  -0.268 
Czech Republic  0.621***  Netherlands  0.374*** 
Germany 0.370***  Norway  -0.048 
Denmark -0.187  Poland  -1.045*** 
Spain -0.410**  Portugal  -0.675* 
France 0.354  Sweden  0.076 
Finland -0.084  United  Kingdom  -0.244 
Greece 0.708***     
Control variables are ‘macro indicators’, ‘micro variables’ and ‘individual 
attitudes’ from Table 2 / for reference categories see Table 2; 
source: ESS (author’s calculations) 
significance: *** p < 0.01  ** p < 0.05  * p <= 0.1 
 
Compared with the descriptive results shown in Table 2, the inclusion of individual variables 
and higher-level contextual factors partially changes the classification of the countries with 
high, average and low levels of job insecurity. Austria, Spain and Poland have a significantly 
reduced level of insecurity, whereas the Czech Republic, Germany, Greece and the Nether-
                                                                          
4   Using macro indicators as explanatory variables in regressions based on micro-level data means that the 
individual observations are not independent of each other. In order to counteract this problem, robust stan-
dard errors are used in the estimates relating to the 17 countries in our sample (cf. Moulton 1990). 
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lands have significantly raised values compared with the 16 other countries. Independently of 
this, however, no geographical pattern of insecurity that might be consistent with the estab-
lished regime typologies can be identified here either. 
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Our analyses have made two things clear. Firstly, even when differences in social structure 
and higher-level contextual factors have been taken into account, there remain significant 
differences between a number of European societies in individuals’ perception of employment 
insecurity. Secondly, over and above these differences, various combinations of factors also 
influence individuals’ perceptions of their employment situation. These findings indicate that 
there are very different European cultures of anxiety when it comes to the possibility of job 
loss. 
However, it should be borne in mind that the present article, in investigating the question of 
possible cultural influences on individuals’ perception of job insecurity, has entered largely 
unexplored territory. By incorporating variables selected to represent religiousness, interper-
sonal trust and individuals’ assessments of job insecurity, a first attempt has been launched to 
find concrete evidence of cultural determinants. It has met with limited success. This shows 
that it is difficult to find empirical evidence regarding the influence of higher-level cultural 
factors which, over and above institutional and cyclical parallelisms and independently of the 
distribution of individual characteristics within the individual societies, specifically affect the 
security of employment relationships. To that extent, it is the job of future research further to 
test, specify and modify the explanatory model that has been presented theoretically and ap-
plied empirically here. In particular, comparative longitudinal analyses are necessary in order 
to be able to establish clear causal relationships. Furthermore, such analyses could show 
whether the observed differences between the countries remain constant over time or whether, 
for example, increasing convergence or divergence can be observed with regard to self-
perceived job insecurity. Such analyses would be expected to provide insight into the extent 
and direction of processes of cultural change. 
Furthermore, in very general terms and irrespective of any possible cultural influences, the 
influence of possible habituation to objectively insecure employment conditions and the links 
between job insecurity, on the one hand, and the welfare state, the family and gender, on the 
other, seem to be interesting areas for future research that could make a considerable contribu-
tion to determining the causes of fear of job loss. Important information could be obtained 
here by taking account of three levels of analysis (society, household/workplace and individ-
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ual). Furthermore, additional facets of job insecurity could be illuminated by adding further 
dimensions to the dependent variable. For example, individuals’ assessments of their future 
employment prospects with another employer would be of interest here. Further insights 
could also be gained from analysis of employees’ subjective assessments of their relative 
substitutability if they should leave their current employer (Schmidt 1999; Green et al. 2001; 
Näswall and de Witte 2003). 
However, beyond these areas of research to be worked on in future, the analyses presented 
here have produced new information of value in comparative labour market research, since 
the differences between countries identified here are clearly not congruent with the estab-
lished regime typologies that are strongly explanatory in the case of other research questions. 
Our analyses have not identified any typical regime clusters that could be linked up with dif-
ferent welfare state types (Esping-Andersen 1990; cf. also Ferrera 1998 and Deacon 2000), 
different production regimes (Hall and Soskice 2001) or different gender regimes (Lewis 
1992; Sainsbury 1996). However valuable regime typologies might be for a multiplicity of 
current research questions, the limited scope of such explanatory approaches with regard to 
the findings presented here must be acknowledged. This is important for future research pro-
jects that might seek to provide not only a theoretical justification for an apparently self-
evident allocation of individual societies to pre-formed regime clusters but also a thorough 
empirical test of that allocation. 
At the same time, however, our analyses have implications for social and labour market pol-
icy. Hall and Gingerich (2004) have already pointed out the relevance of institutional com-
plementarities, which should be taken into account by political decision-makers. Thus the 
design and functioning of social policy institutions can be judged only by reference to their 
specific social-historical environment. This is why attempts to reform social security systems, 
for example, by simply adapting isolated elements from foreign institutional arrangements 
promise little in the way of success. In view of the varying extent and heterogeneous determi-
nants of self-perceived job insecurity, policymakers would be well advised to take account of 
each society’s cultural specificities as well as of its institutional aspects if they wish to plan 
reforms successfully. 
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